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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 4-1 8,22-30,34-48,52-60 and 65-74 
have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 4 and 13 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

With regard to claim 4, Examiner suggests removing the amendment "in said 
second autonomous system" after "said tail-end node" in lines 7-8 and adding "in a 
second autonomous system" after "a tail-end node" in line 4. Additionally, Examiner 
suggests replacing "a second autonomous system" in line 6 with "said second 
autonomous system" accordingly. 

With regard to claim 13, Examiner suggests replacing "a second area" in line 9 
with "said second area" because there is "a second area" in the preamble. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. Claims 4-18,22-30,34-48,52-60 and 65-74 are rejected under 35 U S C. 112, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 
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With regard to all the independent claims, the claim language/limitations do not 
reflect a path but just parts of a path, and does not mention the full connection between 
e.g. in claim 4, between the first autonomous system and the tail-end node; in claim 8, 
between the head-end node in the first autonomous system to the tail-end node in the 
second autonomous system, etc. as set forth in the preamble. (The full list in detail is to 
follow.) Additionally, Examiner notes that 1) not all the first, second, third autonomous 
systems or areas are inter-connected to each other, e.g. in claim 4, the second and the 
third autonomous systems are disconnected; in claim 8, the second and the third 
autonomous systems are disconnected, etc. and 2) Applicant has amended and 
replaced "MPLS Traffic Engineering" with "Traffic Engineering" alone. Examiner has 
found that Traffic Engineering is not a term of the art because there are different types 
of traffic engineering e.g. RSVP Traffic Engineering. Even if Traffic Engineering means 
MPLS Traffic Engineering, there isn't any limitation to specify or show Label Switch 
Paths or any LSP Attributes e.g. traffic engineering tunnels. If the significance of Traffic 
Engineering LPS is carried out only in the preamble but not in the body of the claims, 
Examiner suggests either the removal of the wording from the preamble, or the 
introduction of which in the body of the claim. 

With regard to claim 4, it is unclear how the method completes the establishing 
an inter-autonomous system Traffic Engineering Label Switched Path (LSP) between 
the first autonomous system and the tail-end node. From the claim language, Examiner 
is able to extract that the second path computation element in the second autonomous 
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system communicates with the first path computation element in the first autonomous 
system, and then the first path computation element in the first autonomous system 
communicates with the third path computation element in the third autonomous system. 
Thus, inter-autonomy is established. Additionally, within the claim language, there are 
also the virtual shortest path tree information with path(s) from the tail-end node to one 
or more border routers between the first and second autonomous systems, and the 
revised virtual shortest path tree information with path(s) from the tail-end node to one 
or more border routers between the first and third autonomous systems. However, 
Examiner is unable to find any relationship to Traffic Engineering LSP or any one path 
between the first autonomous system and a tail-end node, as recited in the preamble of 
claim 4. Furthermore, Examiner notes that the second and third autonomous systems 
may not be connected. 

With regard to claim 8, it is unclear how the method completes the establishing a 
Traffic Engineering Label Switched Path (LSP) between the head-end node in the first 
autonomous system to the tail-end node in the second autonomous system. From the 
claim language, Examiner is able to extract that the first and second path computation 
element in the first and second autonomous systems respectively communicates with 
each other. Additionally, within the claim language, there are also the path computation 
request and the virtual shortest path tree information with path(s) from the tail-end node 
to one or more border routers between the first and third autonomous systems. 
However, Examiner is unable to find any relationship to Traffic Engineering LSP or any 
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one path between the head-end and the tail-end nodes, as recited in the preamble of 
claim 8. Furthermore, Examiner notes that the second and third autonomous systems 
may not be connected. 

With regard to claim 13, it is unclear how the method completes the establishing 
a Traffic Engineering Label Switched Path (LSP) between the head-end node in the first 
area and the tail-end node in the second area. From the claim language, Examiner is 
able to extract that the first path computation element in the first autonomous system 
communicates with the second path computation element in the second autonomous 
system. Additionally, within the claim language, there are also the virtual shortest path 
tree information with path(s) from the head-end node to to one or more border routers 
between the first and third areas. However, Examiner is unable to find any relationship 
to Traffic Engineering LSP or any one path between the head-end and tail-end nodes, 
as recited in the preamble of claim 13. Furthermore, Examiner notes that the second 
and third autonomous systems may not be connected. 

With regard to claim 16, it is unclear how the method completes the establishing 
a Traffic Engineering Label Switched Path (LSP) between the head-end node in the 
third area to the tail-end node in the first area. From the claim language, Examiner is 
able to extract that the first path computation element is a border router between the 
first and second areas. Additionally, within the claim language, there is also the virtual 
shortest path tree information with path(s) from the head-end node to one or more 
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border routers between the third and second areas. However, Examiner is unable to 
find any one path between the head-end and tail-end nodes, as recited in the preamble 
of claim 16. Furthermore, it is unclear what is meant by "a path for said Traffic 
Engineering LSP" in lines 10-11, or whether the path is a LSP and if so, how is the path 
a LSP. 

With regard to claim 22, it is unclear how the method completes the establishing 
an inter-area Traffic Engineering Label Switched Path (LSP) between said first area and 
the tail-end node. From the claim language, Examiner is able to extract that the second 
path computation element in the second area communicates with the first path 
computation element in the first area, and then the first path computation element in the 
first area communicates with the third path computation element in the third area. Thus, 
inter-area is established. Additionally, within the claim language, there are also the 
virtual shortest path tree information with path(s) from the tail-end node to one or more 
border routers between the first and second areas, and the revised virtual shortest path 
tree information with path(s) from the tail-end node to one or more border routers 
between the first and third areas. However, Examiner is unable to find any relationship 
to Traffic Engineering LSP or any one path between the first area and a tail-end node, 
as recited in the preamble of claim 22. Furthermore, Examiner notes that the second 
and third areas may not be connected. 
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With regard to claim 26, it is unclear how the method completes the establishing 
a Traffic Engineering Label Switched Path (LSP) between the head-end node in the first 
area to the tail-end node in the second area. From the claim language, Examiner is 
able to extract that the first and second path computation elements in the first and 
second areas respectively communicates with each other. Additionally, within the claim 
language, there are also the path computation request and the virtual shortest path tree 
information with path(s) from the tail-end node to one or more border routers between 
the first and third areas. However, Examiner is unable to find any relationship to Traffic 
Engineering LSP or any one path between the head-end and the tail-end nodes, as 
recited in the preamble of claim 26. Furthermore, Examiner notes that the second and 
third areas may not be connected. 

With regard to claims 34,38,43,46,52,56, these claims are computer-readable 
medium claims encompassing claims 4,8,13,16,22,26 respectively. Therefore, the 
same issues of claims 4,8,1 3,1 6,22,26 also apply to claims 34,38,43,46,52,56 
respectively. 

With regard o claims 65,66,67,68, these claims are apparatus claims 
encompassing claims 4,8,13,16 respectively. Therefore, the same issues of claims 
4,8,13,16 also apply to claims 65,66,67,68 respectively. 

With regard to claims 69 and 72, these claims are apparatus claims 
encompassing claims 4 and 8 respectively. Therefore, the same issues of claims 4 and 
8 also apply to claims 69 and 72 respectively. 
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Dependent claims are rejected because they are dependent from rejected 
independent claims. 

With regard to claim 13, the limitation "operating on a border router connected in 
both said third area and said second area" in lines 9 and 10 is unclear what it is 
referencing. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

4. Claims 4,8,1 3,1 6,22,26,34,38,43,46,52,56,65,66,67,68,69,72 would be allowable 
if rewritten or amended to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd 
paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 

5. Claims 4-7,912, 14,15,17,18,23-25,27-30,35-37,39-42,44,45,47,48,53-55,57- 
60,70,71,73,74 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 
U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Blanche Wong whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3177. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 830am to 
530pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Edan Orgad can be reached on 571-272-7884. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Blanche Wong/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2419 
January 14, 2009 

/Chirag G Shah/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2419 



